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Applicants' are advised that pending claim 56 has been omitted from the current listing of 

claims. 

Claims 1, 3-8; 17, 19-24; 25-36; 37-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

In claims 1,17, note that the recitation of "said flange coupling interface" (i.e. a part of 
the adaptor) being "configured to mate with any standard flange interfaces" does not appear to be 
consistent with the earlier recitation where "a flange side interface" (of the adaptor) is "adapted 
to mate with a particular standard flange interface". Clarification is needed. 

In claim 25, note that it is unclear whether the recitation "selected ones of said waveguide 
flanges" is a proper characterization in that such a recitation connotes that some (i.e. "selected 
ones") but not all of the "waveguide flanges" can be associated with the attributes recited in the 
claim. 

In claims 27, 28, 31, 35, 36, 37, 38, 40, 41, 44, 49, 50, note that "said (at least) one of a 
plurality of waveguide flanges" lacks strict antecedent basis since no specific "one" of the 
"plurality of waveguide flanges" has been previously defined. Clarification is needed. 

In claim 40, note that "said generally rectangular waveguide" lacks strict antecedent 

basis. 

The following claim has been found objectionable for reasons set forth below: 
In claim 1, line 8; claim 2; claim 5; claim 17, line 9: note that -selected- should precede 
"flange" for consistency of description. 

In claim 7, line 1, should -each- precede "flange" for clarity of description? 
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In claims 7, 23, note that -thereof- should follow "adaptor side" for clarity of 
description. 

In claim 14, line 3, should -one of said- precede "standard" for clarity of description? 

In claim 25, lines 7 & 8, note that —of each one of said plurality of waveguide flanges— is 
suggested for clarity of description. 

In claim 43, line 3, note that "formed" should be rewritten as —disposed— such as to be 
consistent with like changes made in other claims. 

.The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

Claims 9, 10, 13; 25-27, 29-33, 35, 36; 37-40, 42-47, 49, 50 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly anticipated by Floyd, Jr (of record) for reasons of record. 

Claims 28; 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Floyd, Jr in 
view of Saad ( c 959), both of record for reasons of record. 

Applicant's arguments filed 6 April 2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicants' have argued that Floyd, Jr fails to disclose "a plurality of different flange 
members or a clamping member that has a flange coupling interface configured to mate with any 
different standard flange interface". Moreover, it has been emphasized that the "single flange" is 
"chosen from a library of different flanges" as positively recited in claims 1,17 and that the 
single flange in Floyd, Jr fails to meet such a limitation. Additionally, it has been argued that the 
single flange in Floyd, Jr does not constitute a "flange coupling interface" of the "adaptor" and 
the single flange can not be "configured to mate with any of the standard flange interfaces in the 
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library" (i.e. the single flange in Floyd, Jr is not capable of mating with different flanges), even 
in the "final product" of the respective apparatus claims 1, 17, 37. Furthermore, with respect to 
claims 25, 51, 37 & 9, it has been argued that the single flange in Floyd, Jr fail to disclose any 
"common internal mating configuration" since it only pertains to a single flange. Furthermore, 
with respect to the obviousness combination of Floyd, Jr and Saad, it has been argued that the 
limitation of "the outer surface is adapted to engage said generally common internal mating 
configuration of said waveguide flanges" has not been met by Floyd, Jr and that Saad does not 
make up for the deficiencies in Floyd, Jr. 

Contrary to applicants' assertion, it should be noted that Floyd, Jr does indeed meet the 
limitations recited in the above noted claims. Note that the above claims generally refer to the 
"adaptor" (e.g. els 9, 37) rather than the "system" (e.g. cl 1), which is found to be distinguishing 
over Floyd, Jr. Contrary to applicants' assertion, note that the claimed invention, as recited, does 
not require the adaptor of the final product to be "configured to mate with a plurality of flanges". 
Rather, the claimed recitation requires the "coupling flange interface" (i.e. adaptor) to be 
"configured to mate with any of a plurality of flange interfaces". Note that the critical limitation 
of this recitation is ". . . any of a plurality", which has been construed by the examiner as meaning 
-any one - of the "plurality of flange interfaces". Accordingly, in that sense, the single flange 
interface adaptor disclosed by Floyd, Jr properly meets the "any (one)" limitation recited, since 
the particular flange used in the final product does indeed "configure to mate" with a particular 
one flange or "any" one of the "plurality of flange interfaces", thereby meeting this aspect of the 
claimed invention. With respect to the "common internal mating configuration" (e.g. cl 9), such a 
configuration is inherently present with respect to what ever flange is attached to the adapter. As 
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pointed out above, it is again emphasized that in the final product, the selected flange, as 
disclosed in Floyd, Jr, is clearly shown as being capable of mating with the adaptor, irrespective 
of whether such an adaptor is capable of connecting to other flanges which do not make up a part 
of the final product. Furthermore, it should be noted that, as described in the above rejection, the 
use of collar (30) and the threaded fasteners (40) in Floyd, Jr collectively functions as a clamping 
member. With respect to the rejection of claim 25, although a "system" is recited, it should be 
noted that, "selected ones" of the "waveguide flanges" are recited. Accordingly, such a recitation 
limits the claim to the selected flange of the final product, and the above rebuttal arguments (e.g. 
with respect to claim 9) also apply to claim 25. As for the rejection of Floyd, Jr and Saad, by 
applicants' own admission, Floyd, Jr only discloses that an adaptor "includes a surface that is 
adapted to a particular surface of one waveguide flange". Again, as pointed out in the preceding 
rebuttal, any (one) flange interface adaptor used in Floyd, Jr, includes a "common internal 
mating configuration" and thus a corresponding outer surface of the single adaptor in Floyd, Jr 
does indeed provide mating with such a configuration, thereby meeting this aspect of the claimed 
invention. 

Claims 1, 3-8; 17, 19-24 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the 
rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 

Claim 34; 48 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of the limitations 
of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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Claims 11, 12 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
and any intervening claims. 

Claims 14, 16; 51-55; 56 are allowable over the prior art of record. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Benny Lee at 
telephone number 571 272 1764. 



B. Lee 




BENNY T.LEE 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 
ART UNIT 2817 



